Abstract
Introduction
In the summer of 2013, as Julia Gillard was deposed as Australia's first female prime minister, Jackman noted that, notwithstanding the usual public acrimony of Australian politics, there is a "special vengeance suffered by women" leaders. 1 This was certainly seen to be the case in gendered media framings of Gillard's infamous 'sexism and misogyny' speech, in October 2012. 2 And, as this article shows, a number of these framings were continued through to the end of her tenure. However, at the time of Gillard's ousting, in June 2013, there were indications that a process of introspection had begun within the Australian media. This article explores these two important moments in Australian politics and history, arguing, first, that media framings must be understood within the long history of Australian political culture's exclusivist national identity narratives. And, second, the (more nuanced) tone in 2013, was enabled in significant part by her return to traditional female typed roles when she was removed from power: victim, rather than victor; and a return to the domestic, rather than public, sphere. Both moments, we suggest, remained within the dominant patriarchal narratives of Australian political life, largely reinforcing rather than challenging foundational discourses.
This, then, is the article's key argument and provocation: gendered coverage in 2012 followed logically from, and apparent introspection in 2013 remained well within, the confines of exclusivist national identity narratives. We argue that Gillard's gendered treatment at the hands of the media must be understood against two specific contexts, interwoven in Australian political culture. First, the article shows how a general (western) double bind afflicts media coverage of women leaders. Second, and more provocatively, the article suggests that the Australian context is exclusivist in unique ways, due to its prevalent national identity narratives, which facilitate a specific bias against Australia's women leaders. Together, we argue that the twin 1 Jackman, Simon. "Julia Gillard feels the edge of the Labor leadership gender divide", The Guardian, 27 June 2013, https://www.theguardian.com/world/2013/jun/18/gillard-polls-gender-labor-election. 2 constraints of the double bind and exclusivist national identity narratives amounted to a double delegitimisation of Julia Gillard's leadership, on the basis of her being a woman leader, generally, and an Australian woman leader, specifically. This occurred through the perceived mutual exclusivity of, first, women and leadership, and, second, women and the Australian national identity. Clearly, this is a large and important claim, which warrants further reflection. For Julia Gillard, it means that her prime ministership appears to mark a significant moment rather than a critical juncture in the evolution of the Australian political landscape, as media coverage continued to perpetuate troubling exclusivist narratives. not only was she a woman; she was also unmarried, childless and a redhead. 4 These factors were drawn upon in opposition accusations of her 'deliberate barrenness' and in subsequent media coverage which drew attention to her childless status. 5 An image of an empty fruit bowl in her Canberra apartment was held up as further evidence of the 'non-traditional' role she had adopted. Repeated media coverage of any apparent style faux pas and her difficulties negotiating high-heeled shoes reinforced the notion that this was a prime minister struggling to reconcile the expectation upon her to 'act like a women' and the commonplace masculine typed qualities, more synonymous with (political) leadership. This constructed binary constitutes a useful heuristic. The task of embodying the category of 'woman leader' has been described as akin to walking a 'tightrope of gender expectations', 6 with apparently contradictory gender expectations pulling female leaders in different directions and structuring media portrayals along a spectrum of gender-premised expectations, which stretch from 'woman' to 'leader'. 4 Hall, Lauren J., and Ngaire Donaghue. The term double bind highlights that women leaders get caught between the (constructed) mutually incompatible expectations of womanhood and leadership. 7 They are required to achieve an impossible balance between subservience and strength, timidity and ambition, emotion and rationality, amongst many other traditionally constructed gender binaries. 8 Failing to get that balance right incurs electoral and political costs. As a gender mediator, the Australian media plays an important role in perpetuating the double bind, holding women politicians to account for both their role as a leader and their gender. Failing to 'do gender' appropriately, for women politicians, has implications on a magnitude comparable to failing to lead effectively. 9 Appearing too assertive can readily be framed, along gender lines, as being too bitter, quarrelsome and selfish. 10 Women leaders therefore face the unenviable task of projecting just enough power, strength and ambition without going so far as to fail to 'do gender' well, whilst also demonstrating emotion and feeling, without being seen as too weak for leadership. Negotiating this double bind is therefore a challenging task for women leaders, and the media acts as a gender mediator in assessing the success or failure of women leaders in achieving this careful positioning.
In its role as a gender mediator -evaluating and arbitrating on the performance of woman leaders -the media serves to reproduce the categories which introduce gendered framings into reporting in the first place. As Gillard herself has since noted, in her role as Prime Minister, her mere presence -the very fact of her existence -challenged these gendered preconceptions, including the traditional view of women as embodying a role within the home and outside of the public view.
"Some in the media would not refer to me as prime minister … They were deeply uncomfortable at dealing with a woman in a leadership position". 'Mateship' is the most prominent of the narratives, images and myths, which undergirds notions of Australian-ness. Emerging in the nineteenth century, the politico-cultural construct of 'mateship' was an important discursive tool in the creation of a positive image of unionised, working class labour. 14 Looking forward and back, 'mateship' evoked a perceived pre-modern bond of trust between friends, which would be matched in an egalitarian (socialist) future. 15 From the outset, this was a myth premised on exclusions, of both race and gender. Mateship was 'manly, true and white'; 16 it was centred on the 'sex segregated involvement of men' and implied the 'physical and intellectual exclusion of women'. 17 Denoting the camaraderie of comradeship between working men, the success of the Australian
Labor movement helped to cement the myth's prominence in images of the national identity. But, 'mateship is a sentiment that while inclusive also excludes'. 18 The egalitarian nature of this populist myth was useful in veiling anxieties about and tensions between races, classes, and genders, achieved through the constructed invisibility of elites, ethnic minorities and women. The prominence of the myth was, in fact, reliant upon these very exclusions and the oppositional identities it (re-) produced.
The maleness (and associated connotations with unionism) of 'mateship'
helped to facilitate its partial supplanting by 'the ANZAC legend of wartime sacrifice'. 19 Dyrenfurth argues that the popularity of the ANZAC myth was such that it "largely supplanted unionist mateship in the national psyche". (ibid.) As Anthony Burke has put it, this was about "shivering in muddy khaki on a far-off battlefield, desperate not to fail our mates".
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The ANZAC legend portrays "the birth of the Australian nation through sacrifice in war, suggesting 'that the Australian national identity was forged through the remarkable courage shown by Australian soldiers in the face of overwhelming odds in a military campaign at Gallipoli in 1915'". 22 Here, again, we see an exclusively and exclusionary male narrative of the national identity. And it is a narrative that is particularly powerful, as it is perpetually revisited in popular and political culture as the foundational moment of Australian national consciousness. while at times being invoked specifically -usually in the for of mateship and blokeyness -this narrative context helped to make possible (other) explicitly gendered media frames in making sense of Gillard's speech, tenure and demise.
Methodology
The , is analysed, compared and contrasted. Articles were selected for dataset inclusion, using LexisNexis software, based on the use of three keywords: Gillard, sexism, and misogyny. Coding was conducted manually, using NVivo software. A total of two hundred and sixty-six articles were included in the dataset and analysed. 29 Wright and Holland, "Leadership and the media".
All articles were coded (despite saturation being reached before completion), producing over 70,000 words of coded output.
Articles were analysed using gender-sensitive discourse analysis, whereby language is seen to be culturally embedded and co-constitutive of broader power relations 30 . This requires an analysis that 'looks beyond' the text itself, connecting it to broader operations of power in society as co-constitutive of them. A gender sensitive discourse analysis is alive to patriarchal discourses and the power relations they sustain. Our approach is influenced by a wide and interdisciplinary range of similar studies 31 . We inductively and deductively code frequent and major discursive nodal points, such as 'anger', locating them hierarchically within broader organising categories, such as 'emotion', and 'horizontally', in terms of their relationships with other nodal points. Anger and strategy, for example, might present contrasting and competing framings, rather than complementary accounts, whereas as anger and sadness might both belong to an overarching and structuring theme of emotionality.
Ultimately, informed by a critical approach to discourse analysis, we consider the location and implications of these frames within broader political, social and cultural life. In particular, in keeping with our understanding of the narrative context underpinning Gillard's reporting in the media, our gender sensitive discourse analysis is focused on two types of broader interrelated discourse: (i) patriarchal narratives, including the tensions of the double bind and its tendency to disassociate women from leadership; and (ii) narratives of the Australian national identity, including the (at times, implicit) tendency to exclude women from popular tropes of Australian-ness, through generalisation and the mobilisation of key identity markers. Media coverage of Gillard's sexism and misogyny speech framed her parliamentary performance with reference to the everyday -and decidedly apoliticalcategories of wife and mother. In contrast Tony Abbott was constructed as an everyday man: a husband and father, but also a rational, Australian man, confronted with 'female unreasonableness'. Marital and maternal metaphors -of scorning the long-suffering husband or the naughty child -were commonplace within this framing. 39 Campbell, in The Herald Sun, noted that 'The look on Abbott's face was a study in male helplessness. 40 Each time the camera cut away to him he appeared to be experiencing one of the many different emotions that pass through every man's head when confronted with female unreasonableness'. 41 Commentators reported their own anger with Gillard and consequent silencing by their own wives at home; Abbott was going through the same thing that they were; and they could associate with Abbott's 'ham-fisted attempts to display his understanding of modern women'. 42 "Every man would recognise the flicker of panic in Abbott's eyes, when he switches from blokey guffaw to ``hang on, she might have a point''. This is the son being told off by the mother, the partner being given the ultimatum" 43 .
In this reading, ordinary Australian 'blokes' -the mythologised backbone of the nation -were being forced 'to view politics through the lens of a first-year gender studies curriculum' 44 , with an agenda portrayed as not only un-but potentially anti- 'The logical absurdity of the gender wedge was shown by Christopher Pyne when he argued that it should be unparliamentary to refer to a fellow member as "a good bloke", since a reference to a woman's gender in similar terms would apparently be a transgression'. 48 Together, Gillard's 'foreign' tactics and Abbott's embodiment of traditional Australian gender characteristics came together in his wife's defence of the Leader of the Opposition: 'I just want to add a bit of balance to this and to present the fact that he is a pretty ordinary bloke, no airs and graces, who enjoys time with his family and is surrounded by strong, capable women'. This was in stark contrast to Gillard, deemed to be mobilising un-Australian tactics, in a manner that demonstrated she failed to lead by relapsing into female stereotypes -she had lost control of her emotions, was full of rage and had resorted to screaming.
Gillard's demise
The tone of Australian media coverage of Prime Minister Gillard during her final month in office demonstrated both change from and continuity with coverage of her sexism and misogyny speech in October 2012. On the one hand, building on the notion that her political tactics were un-Australian, the media continued to report on Gillard as a prime minister who was prepared to use her gender instrumentally in order to gain political, electoral and policy advantages (which served to dismiss the veracity of the issues raised). This line of reporting framed Gillard and her "feminist hit squad" had "foisted" a "gender war" "on Australia", as they swung "their 47 Pearson, C. "Gillard's Alien Culture Failing", The Australian, 27 October 2012, p.27. 48 Pearson, "Gillard's Alien Culture Failing".
handbags" in an attempt to land a political blow 49 . Within this framing, Gillard's Scottish political advisor was seen to be instrumentally using the issue as "a crutch designed to save Gillard personally" 50 through the portrayal of Abbott as "sexist, oldfashioned, pugilistic, combative and conservative". 51 Australian media coverage claimed to see through this, insisting such tactics were alien to Australia, pure political theatre, and doomed to fail:
"[By playing the gender card] Gillard wasn't so much preaching to the converted but preaching to the shrill lunatic fringe; feminazis devoid of logic … No doubt Gillard was trying to recapture the magic of the much YouTubed misogyny speech that resonated deeply with the Twitter faithful but left some of us wondering why the most powerful woman in the country was playing the victim … If there is one thing the electorate hates more than unhinged feminists, it's hypocrisy". 52 On the other hand, sections of the media did, at the same, begin to adopt a more contemplative and introspective tone, acknowledging the reality of the issues Gillard had initially raised in October 2012. Paul Syvret, for example, focused on the need "to stop the vile vitriol" directed at the prime minister. He lamented the "storm of bile" that followed "menugate", "witch" and "bitch" placards, and various other "grossly inappropriate and disrespectful intrusions". 53 "Sexist sledging", 54 Syvret noted, was wildly out of line (compared with the treatment of former prime ministers) and attracting negative coverage overseas. International newspapers had begun to question if Australia, as "the land that political correctness forgot", was witnessing a "naked, visceral hatred" that demonstrated the "extent to which sexism is tolerated". 55 downright derogatory"; 56 they were, nothing less than, "disgraceful sexist attacks on the Prime Minister". 57 Gillard, the paper noted, had been "subjected to more naked hatred and personal abuse than any leader who has gone before her", such that "the demeaning and very personal abuse levelled at the leader of what is a middle-ranked power and the 13th largest economy in the world is quite disturbing". 58 The newspaper, however, stopped short of reflecting on its own derogatory contributions to such debates.
In 69 By virtue of his gender aligning with his job and ambition to lead Australia, Abbott's position is legitimized in contrast to the prime minister.
Gillard's "female unreasonableness", in this context, is seen to derive from more than simply her argument and daring to speak out on gender inequality; it derives from being: (i) a woman leader; and (ii) the woman leader of Australia. This last point was demonstrated through the divergence of national and international coverage; the negative reading of the Australian press went far beyond concerns regarding political hypocrisy. 70 As Maley noted, the "model for leadership was created by white guys in the 1950s" and it "hasn't changed much since then". 71 In contrast to Kevin Rudd, Maley argued that "Gillard's gender was difference enough for the Australian electorate. But on top of her atheism, her unmarried status and her childlessness, she was simply not "relatable" enough". 72 In short, the dominant narratives that make sense of leadership and the Australian nation meant that the deck was already stacked against Gillard, before her infamous speech to parliament. This was not lost on all commentators or on Tony Abbott. According to Sara Charlesworth, Tony Abbott's explicit use of sexist and misogynist language was designed to tap into Australian patriarchy.
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At the close of her leadership, Gillard's embattled position and fall from power meant that she no longer represented a challenge to entrenched gender stereotypes. She had become victim, rather than victor, and her return to both the domestic sphere and a job that enabled her to perform her gender 'appropriately' resonated with traditional narratives of Australian society and the Australian nation.
Together, these changes made Gillard a more accessible subject for reporting; one who did not challenge dominant discourses in the manner of a reigning woman leader.
Returning to the domestic realm and falling victim to (legitimate) male ambition in the form of Kevin Rudd, Gillard no longer challenged dominant patriarchal expectations, as she had done when in power. The double bind unravelled as she apparently performed her gender more effectively at the expense of her leadership and her claims to represent the Australian nation. Indeed, on leaving office, Gillard promised Australia that she would become a particularly devoted aunt; partially addressing one of the most persistent gender-premised attacks she suffered as prime minister. This helped to create space for the media to adopt a tone of contrition and introspection, beginning to question, without overhauling, the dominant narratives at the heart of what it means to lead Australia. As one article noted, the "push to redefine Labor on gender grounds hardly fits a party still essentially run by and for mates, usually defined on male terms" 74 . The gendered nature of much of the media coverage of Gillard during her time as prime minster can be understood to result from: (i) the role of the media as a gender mediator regulating the qualities acceptable for each gender, more generally: 75 and (ii) the role of specific and exclusionary narratives of the Australian national identity.
Conclusion
Both operated together to structure the context within which Gillard's performance would be evaluated and reported to the nation. Our contention is not that all of the Australian population is sexist; such a claim would be ludicrous. Rather, our argument is that Australia is sexist. The concept of Australia as a nation has been built upon a series of exclusions, the maintenance of which are necessary prerequisites for the preservation of national identity in lieu of a national conversation on the role of women within the state. Gillard then certainly faced a double bind, as do nearly all woman leaders in the western world, she also however, faced the double delegitimisation of being an Australian woman leader, whereby the category of woman is actively defined in opposition to perceived qualities of leadership and Australianness.
Various commentators noted that Gillard's treatment by the media revealed argue that our analysis shows this process has begun in only a very limited sense, despite Gillard's prime ministership and her explicit highlighting of the problem.
In view of the limited and seemingly unlikely opportunity for dramatic change in Australian political culture, which perpetuates gender inequalities, perhaps it is better to look to the prospects of creeping, 'gradual change over a long period brought about by sustained resistance to the dominant discourse'. 80 As Jackson argues, oppositional and alternative voices 'can destabilise and deconstruct accepted knowledge, eventually leading to a' crisis of credibility for politicians and/or the discourses which sustain them and their (patriarchal) policies. 81 On being ousted from the prime ministership in June 2013, Gillard herself noted that gender did not explain everything or nothing of her time in charge. Of all the issues she experienced as prime minister gender was "the hardest to explain, to catch, to quantify". 82 She hoped, however, that it would be easier for the next woman leader in Australia. Our analysis indicates that, if this is to be proven correct, it will only be so in a very limited sense, in lieu of more wholesale national conversation and reflection. To be the woman leader is to walk a tightrope of gender expectations. To be a woman leader of Australia is to face a process of double delegitimisation, along the lines of enduring patriarchy and exclusionary patriotism. As Gillard noted, Tony Abbott would have benefited from a mirror in order to witness sexism. We suggest, as a start, it is imperative that the media also reflect in, as well as on, the mirror Gillard has effectively helped to hold up to all Australians. 
